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Remarks 

Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of the present application in view of the 
foregoing amendments and the following remarks. Claims 1-9 and 21-40 are pending. Claims 1,21, 
28, and 35 are independent. 

Telephonic Interview 

Applicant wishes to thank the Examiner for speaking briefly with Applicant' s representative on 
June 26, 2008 about the previously faxed amendments to claim 1 . The general nature of the claim 
amendments were discussed. Although specific agreement was not reached, Applicant now presents 
reasoned arguments in light of the Examiner's comments. 

Claim Rejections 35 USC § 112 

Claims 36-40 are rejected under the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. § 1 12. Applicant 
respectfully disagrees with these rejections. Applicant has made various editorial revisions to the 
claims, however, which render the § 1 12, 2 rejections moot. 

Claim Rejections 35 USC § 102 

The Action rejects claims 1-9, 21-38, and 40 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being unpatentable by 
De Armas, U.S. Patent 5,864,819 (De Armas). For a 102(b) rejection to be proper, the applied art must 
show each and every element as set forth in a claim. {See MPEP § 2131.01). Applicants respectfully 
traverse. 

Claims 1 and 21. 

Applicants respectfully submit that the art cited by the Office fails to teach or suggest the 
amended claim 1 arrangement "in response to receiving the data indicative of the user interface 
element of interest, generating an element path identifier of the user interface element of interest for 
persistently and uniquely identifying the user interface element of interest across different states of the 
first software component. ..." 

Applicants also respectfully submit that the art cited by the Office fails to teach or suggest the 
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amended claim 21 arrangement "an output parameter representing an element path identifier for 
persistent unique identification of the user interface element of interest across multiple states of the 
source computer program..." 

These features are discussed in the application, for example, at page 2, line 25 to page 3, line 2, 
and page 7, line 26 to page 8, line 7. 

Applicants respectfully submit that the system of De Armas which relies on generating a sub- 
context tree for each application state fails to anticipate the recited arrangement. [See De Armas, 5:35- 
64.] Generation of sub-context tress is explained in more detail by De Armas, below. 

As shown in FIGS. 2 and 3, in order to develop a complete hierarchical representation 
of a target application 22, the target application is first analyzed in step 40 to determine 
a set of n application states 24. Each of the application states 24 is defined as a set of 
windows objects within the target application 22, which are generally associated with 
performing a specific user task. In a preferred embodiment according to the invention, 
the aforementioned plurality of application states 24 can be determined by a program 
developer alone or with the help of specifically developed software analysis tool. 

The foregoing analysis can be performed in several ways, and the invention is not 
limited in this regard. In a preferred embodiment, the target application may be 
executed by a developer on a computer system, and by means of practices and methods 
which are well known to those familiar with this field, the developer will cycle the 
target application through all of its different states that represent a related group of user 
tasks. For each of the application states thus defined, software tools are preferably used 
to identify the window objects which comprise that particular state. This process will 
include identification of the parent-child relationship of the objects on the user interface 
screen, and the attributes of each object. The software tools which may be used for this 
purpose can be either commercially available programs designed for analyzing window 
attribute data, or custom programs specifically developed for performing such analysis. 
[De Armas, 5:23-51, emphasis added.] 

De Armas specifically notes that "a complete hierarchical representation" that consists of each 
of "n application states" is determined. [Id. Also see Fig. 2 at 40, reading: "Analyze target application 
to determine a plurality of target application states;" and Fig. 3, showing multiple application states.] 
A subcontext tree is then developed from each of the application states. [Id. at 5:51-64. Also see Fig. 
2 at 42, reading: "Create sub-context tree for each application state."] This subcontext tree is created 
in terms of the hierarchical elements on display in a window at a given state. Window objects are then 
associated with the subcontext tree (application state) in which they occur. [Id. at 3:13-13.] In brief, 
de Armas generates all possible application states, and then determines which window objects are 
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visible within each of the application states. Finding an object consists, first, of determining which 
state the application is in. Then, from the subset of objects visible in that application state (subcontext 
tree), an "active vocabulary," i.e., all visible objects, is assembled, de Armas, 7:53-55. This "active 
vocabulary" of objects is then used by a voice recognition engine. 

Thus, each window object has (potential) multiple representations, one for each application 
state that the window object appears in. A window object with multiple representations directly 
teaches away from the claim 1 language "uniquely identifying the user interface element of interest 
across different states of the first software component," as found in claim 1 and "persistent unique 
identification of the user interface element of interest across multiple states of the source computer 
program," as found in claim 21. The user interface elements in de Armas are not uniquely identified. 
Rather, they are separately identified in each application state in which they occur. 

As De Armas not only does not anticipate the claim features, above, but instead actively 
teaches away from them, Applicants respectfully state that claims 1 and 21 are in condition for 
allowance. 

Accordingly, favorable reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of independent claim 1 
and independent claim 21 under 35 U.S.C. §102 is respectfully requested. 

Claims 2-9, 22-27 and 37. 

Each of claims 2-9, 22-27 and 37 depends directly or indirectly from claim 1 or claim 21. 
Applicants will not belabor the merits of the separate patentability of claims 2-9, 22-27 and 37 except 
to say that as they ultimately depend from an allowable claim, they should also be allowable, for at 
least that reason. Claims 2-9, 22-27 and 37 also set forth independently patentable combinations of 
elements. Claims 2-9, 22-27 and 37 should be allowable. Such action is respectfully requested. 

Claims 28 and 35. 

Amended claim 28 recites "wherein the element path identifier comprises a functional 
hierarchical path of inheritance. ... identifying the target user interface element across different builds 
of the computer program." 

Amended claim 35 recites "the element path identifiers comprise information relating to 
"functional ancestor elements and sibling elements of the elements of the graphical user interface such 
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that the element path identifiers persistently identify the user interface elements across a build of the 
computer program." 

De Armas fails to anticipate, at least, the recited arrangements, above. 

These features are discussed in the application, for example, at page 2 line 25 to page 3, line 2, 
page 6, lines 18-21, and page 7, line 26- page 8, line 7. 

Applicants respectfully submit that the system of De Armas which relies on generating a visual 
sub-context tree for each application state fails to anticipate the recited arrangement. [See De Armas, 
5:35-64.] 

De Armas specifically notes that "a complete hierarchical representation" that consists of each 
of "n application states" is determined. [Id. Also see Fig. 2 at 40, reading: "Analyze target application 
to determine a plurality of target application states." ] A subcontext tree is then developed from each 
of the application states. [Id. at 5:51-64. Also see Fig. 2 at 42, reading: "Create sub-context tree for 
each application state."] This subcontext tree is created in terms of the hierarchical elements on 
display in a window at a given state. Window objects are then associated with the subcontext tree 
(application state) in which they occur. [Id. at 3:13-13.] Each subcontext tree is associated with the 
visual representation of a screen. This is necessary, as each subcontext screen is associated with a 
"active vocabulary set" corresponding to the objects available within the current application state 
associated with the subcontext tree. [Id. at 7:53 - 8:30.] These on-screen objects can then be 
vocalized using the active vocabulary set. Thus, the subcontext trees in de Armas describes the visual 
look of an application at a given state, not a functional representation of the objects, directly teaching 
away from "wherein the element path identifier comprises afunctional hierarchical path of 
inheritance," as found in claim 28 and "functional ancestor elements and sibling elements of the 
elements of the graphical user interface such that the element path identifiers persistently identify the 
user interface elements across a build of the computer program," as found in claim 35. 

As De Armas not only does not anticipate the claim features, above, but instead actively 
teaches away from them, Applicants respectfully state that claims 28 and 35 are in condition for 
allowance. 

Accordingly, favorable reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of independent claims 
28 and 35 under 35 U.S.C. §102 are respectfully requested. 
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Claims 29- 34 and 38-40. 

Each of claims 29-34 and 38-40 depends directly or indirectly from claims 28 or 35. 
Applicants will not belabor the merits of the separate patentability of claims 29-34 and 38-40, except 
to say that as they ultimately depend from an allowable claim, they should be also be allowable, for at 
least that reason. Claims 29-34 and 38-40 also set forth independently patentable combinations of 
elements. Claims 29-34 and 38-40 should be allowable. Such action is respectfully requested. 



Claim Rejections under 35 USC § 103 

Claim 39 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over De Armas and Mir 
Farooq Ali et al., "Building multi-platform user interfaces with UIML," CADUI'2002 (Mir). 
Applicants respectfully assert that claim 39 recites novel and nonobvious features allowable over the 
proposed De Armas - Mir combination. Further, since it depends from allowable claim 35, it should 
be allowed for at least the reasons stated for claim 35. Claim 39 should be allowable. Such action is 
respectfully requested. 

Support for Amendments and New Claims 

Support for the Amendments and new claims is found throughout the Specification and Figures 
as initially filed. In addition, the following examples of support are given: page 6, line 18, to page 7, 
line 8; Fig. 2. 

Request for Interview 

If any issues remain, the Examiner is formally requested to contact the undersigned attorney 
prior to issuance of the next Office action in order to arrange a telephonic interview. It is believed that 
a brief discussion of the merits of the present application may expedite prosecution. Applicants submit 
the foregoing formal Amendment so that the Examiner may fully evaluate Applicants' position, 
thereby enabling the interview to be more focused. 

This request is being submitted under MPEP § 713.01, which indicates that an interview may 
be arranged in advance by a written request. 
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Conclusion 

The claims should be allowable. Such action is respectfully requested. 



One World Trade Center, Suite 1600 
121 S.W. Salmon Street 
Portland, Oregon 97204 
Telephone: (503) 595-5300 
Facsimile: (503) 595-5301 



Respectfully submitted, 
KLARQUIST SPARKMAN, LLP 



By /Genie Lyons/ 

Genie Lyons 
Registration No. 43,841 
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